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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



NOV 1 4- 2006 

SMGY MAYER WH1TTIK6T0N, CLERK 
as. OtSTRiCT COURT 



CHARLENE SMITH-THOMPSON, 

Plaintiff, 
- V. 

PABLO RODRIGUEZ 
24 Sun Croft Court 
Silver Spring, MD. 20904 

and 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBL^ 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS, 
1923 Vermont Avenue, N.W. 
Suite N102 
Washington, DC 20001 



Defendaits. 



CASE NUMBER 1:0SCV01946 

JUDGE: Henry K, Kennedy 

DECK TYPE: Emplosrasent Discrimination 

DATE STimP: 21/14/2006 



) 



NOTICE OF REMOVAL 

Without waiving any right to challenge sufficiency of process. Defendant District 
of Columbia Department of Corrections("Department of Corrections"), through the 
undersigned cormsel, respectfully notifies the Court as follows: 

1. This matter was brought agiainst the above named defendants and is now 

pending in the Superior Court for the District of Columbia entitled Charlene Smith- 
Thompson V. Pablo Rodriquez, et al. , Civil Action No. 0006354-06 

2. At this time, the undersigned counsel represents the District of Columbia 
Department of Corrections. Counsel has not yet verified that the District of Columlbia has 
been properly served. This case is removable in accordance with 28 U.S.C. § 1441(b) 
because the United States District Court would have original jurisdiction over this matter 
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under 28 U.S.C, § 1331, Plaintiffs primary cause of action arises under Title VII of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e et seq. 

3, In accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 1446(a), Defendant has attached a copy of 

the pleading received by the District of Columbia Department of Corrections. Defendant 

Department of Corrections does not beUeve that this process is sufficient and reserves the 

right to raise issues concerning service of process at the appropriate time. ^ 

WHEREFORE, this matter is properly removed from the Superior Court of the 
District of Columbia to this Court, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1446. 

Dated: November 13, 2006 



Respectfully submitted, 

EUGENE ADAMS 
Interim Attorney General 
for the District of Colmnbia 

GEORGE C. VALENTINE 
Deputy Attorney General 
Civil Litigation Division 



KIMBERLY J^. JOHN^ (#435 lb) ' ' 

Section Chief, General Litigation Section I 



i\^0Bolden,Jr. (l S ^ 




JLVIN W. BOLDENi' JR. (192179) 
Assistant Attorney General 
441 Fourth St, N.W. 
Sixth Floor South 
Washington, D,C. 20001 
(202)724-5695 
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CERTIFIGATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing Notice of Removal was forwa-ded by 
U.S. Mail postage prepaid to Jay P. Holland, Brian J. Markovitz,, Joseph, Greenwald & 
Laake, 6404 Ivy Lane, Suite 400, Greenbelt, Maryland 20770 and Pablo Rodriguez, 24 
Sun Croft Court Silver Spring, Maryland tiiis 14* day of November, 2006. 



I 




lviiW/Bdld£n,Jr 



Jlielv^ W. Bolden, Jr. 1 
Assistant Attorney General 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



Plaintiff 



V. Civil Action No. 

06 1945 

)efendant 0^ l»|lf|ofe? 



Defendant 

TTie above entitled action, removed from the Superior Court for the District of Columbia, 
lias been filed and assigned to Judge IVC^nn&^U All counsel and/or t»ro se 

litigants must include on any subsequent pleadings' both the civil action nuinber and the initials 
of flie judge assigned to this action. (See preceding sentence for judge's initials). 

Pursuant to Local Rule 83.2(a)(b), an attorney must be a member in good standing of the 
bar .of tills Court to appear, file papers or practice. To assist the Clerk's Office in properly 
recording all counsel of record, counsel for all parties must enter their appearance in accordance 
-with our Local Rule 83.6(a). Timely compliance with ttiis requirement will enable the Clerk's 
diffifceto erisure prompt delivery of notices and orders; 

Finally, your attention is called to Local Rule I6;3, Duty to Confer. This rule clearly 
: spells oat the duty of counsel, as well as pro se litigants, to confer and report back to the Court 
on a wide range of questions. 

I YE|l^ Wlfi^INGTON, ( 

feputy Clerl 
^- ^-. -^ / 929A 

,3^£^. blr/^i^M^^'^^^ ,, ^ Rev. 7/02 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



CHARLENE SMITH-THOMPSON 
8107 Foxhall Road 
Clinton, MD 20735 

Plaintiff 

PABLO RODRIGUEZ 
24 Sun Croft Court 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 




00OS354--06 



THE DISTRICT OF (SOLU^A^^^ ^ ) 
DEPARTMENT OF te^^|rM5|^';#^ ) 



1923 Vermont Avenue)^Tliv. ^# '" i^^^^<^ 



\ 



m 



Suite, Nl 02 \ ^^^ZtC^ 

Washington, DC 20001 \ ''^^i^f^.x^^ 

Defendants. X,^.--"'"'^'^ ) 

:{: H; * H; * * * If: Jji * * *4= * * ii^* ^ 5ji * * =^ 'f: ^ ^ %^^ *4: ^ ^ 'if i^ii? ^:}: * * ^ * ?i? ^^ if; ^ ^ >f: ^ 

COMPLAINT 

COMES NOW, the Plaintiff, CHARLENE SMITH-THOMPSON, by and through her 
attorneys. Jay P. Holland, Brian J. Markovitz and the law firm of Joseph, Greenwald & Laake, 
P.A., and sues the Defendants, PABLO RODRIGUEZ and THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBL\ 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS and for cause states the following: 

JURISDICTION AND VENUE 
1 . The jurisdiction of tliis Honorable Court is invoked by virtue of tlie fact that this 
action is a .Sexual Harassment case under The District of Columbia Human Rights Act D.G. 
Code Ann. §2-1401.01, er, ^e^. and Title VII 42 U,S.C, §2000e-2. Said Sexual Harassment ^ 
occurred within the boundaries of The District of Columbia 
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PARTIES 

2, PlaiBtiff Charlene Smith-Thompson is an adult who resides at 8107 Foxhall Road, 
Clinton, Maryland 20735, 

3/ Defendant Pablo Rodriguez is an adult who resides at 24 Sun Croft Court, Silver 
Spring, Maryland 20904. 

4. Defendant, District of Columbia Department of Corrections is a Department within 
the Government of The District of Columbia located at 1923 Vermont Avenue, N.W., Suite 
N102, Washington, DC 2000L 

FACTS COMMON TO ALL COUNTS 

5. Plaintiff Charlene Smith-Thompson has been stationed at the District of Columbia 
Jail (D.C. Jail) with the District of Columbia Department of Corrections (DOC) since 1989. 

6. The Plaintiff was on disability leave from July of 2001 and then was laid off from 
the Department before her retum in 2002 due to a reduction in force (RIF), However, she was 
rehired to foil time duty in September of 2004 and was stationed at the D,C. Jail where she 
returned to duty 

7. Upon her return to duty, Ms, Smith-Thompson began working directly with 
Defendant Rodriguez. 

8. Defendant Rodriguez has been with the DOC since 1 990, 

9. Plaintiff Smith-Thompson and Defendant Rodriguez were both supervised by 
Sergeant Luis Stephens. Corporal Barry Bernard Lindsay also worked in the same cell block 
diiring Plaintiff s and Defendant's shift. 

1 0. The first sexual transgression committed by Defendant Rodriguez occurred soon 
after Plaintiff began working with him in 2004. In one incident. Defendant Rodriguez 
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grabbed her head as she was sitting in a chair near him and tried to push her head onto his 
"private parts/' In another incident. Defendant Rodriguez called her asking her about oral sex 
while broadcasting the call over the intercom, 

1 1. When Plaintiff complained to Sergeant Stephens, he told her that he had admonished 
Defendant Rodriguez to stop speaking in a sexually explicit way when he was around the 
Plaintiff 

12. Later in 2005, Ms, Smith-Thompson was asked by Stephens and Special Inspector 
Carolyn Lemer to give Defendant Rodriguez another chance ''since he was remorsefol for his 
conduct and [also] a newlywed such as herself." Soon thereafter, however^ Defendant 
Rodriguez started engaging in the same conduct again. In one incident. Defendant 
Intentionally reached out and touched the Plaintiffs breast, 

13. Another coworker, Corporal Lindsay who is a male was also sexually harassed by 
Defendant Rodriguez. Corporal Lindsay objected to the harassment. At one point, he told 
Defendant Rodriguez that he should stop sex playing with him and Plaintiff Smith-Thompson, 
as well as with the inmates. To which Rodriguez responded, "shut up bitch," 

14. In June 2005, Plaintiff twice complained to her supervisor. Lieutenant Gloria Profit, 
about being harassed, Lt, Profit, although being a higher rank than Plaintiff and also a 
supervisor, said she could not help Plaintiff. 

15. Ms, Smith-Thompson also complained about the Defendant's behavior to Deputy 
Warden Corbett by sending him an e-mail In response to her email, Deputy Warden Corbett 
told Plaintiff that, if a matter involved sexual harassment, she should talk to the special 
investigator and not to him. No further action was taken by management about her 
coitiplai^its. 
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16. In fact, Plaintiff was informed by several managerial employees, including the 
Warden, that all sexual harassment complaints had to proceed through the Special Investigator 
who was a court-appointed investigator by Judge Lamberth. Specifically, Plaintiff was 
informed that she had to ''go through" the Special Investigator by the Warden, three separate 
times by Deputy Warden Corbctt, including while trying to file complaints with him, and by 
Major Stanley Waldren, again while trying to file a complaint. 

1 7 . Defendant Rodriguez continued his harassment of Plaintiff Smith-Thompson by 
making statements such as, 'I'm going to eat your pu***y/' "let me suck your toes/' and 
"pull your shoes ofif so that I can see how your toes look." On another occasionj Defendant 
Rodriguez asked the Plaintiff whether or not she '*suck[s] d'^^k.'' 

1 8 . Plaintiff also overheard Defendant Rodriguez make inappropriate comments to other 
correctional officers. In one exchange between Corporal Lindsay and Defendant Rodriguez, 
when tindsay was complaining about his aching back, Rodriguez stated, ''Man, go on out 
there and lay on the table. Fm going into the bathroom and grease up. Once I f*=** you in 
your ass, you'll be all right '^ 

1 9. Frequently, whenever either Plaintiff Smith-Thompson or Lindsay would say 
something to the Defendant, he would respond with some sexual innuendo. This kind of 
conduct would go on for about forty five minutes at a time until the Plaintiff would threaten to 
file a report against the Defendant. This happened every weekend Plaintiff worked with 
Defendant Rodriguez. 

20. Defendant Rodriguez's behavior caused Plaintiff to be nervous and frequently forced 
her to leave her work station on the block for prolonged periods of time to avoid being around 
the Defendant. Plaintiff would be forced to excuse herself saying that she had to go to the 
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bathroom and then go and sit in her car to avoid the hostile environment that Rodriguez had 
created. 

2 L Lt. Profit threatened Ms, Smith-Thompson, saying she was going to have her fired 
for staying off the block too frequently when she was avoiding Defendant Rodriguez. 
However, as noted, Lt. Profit took no action to stop the harassment. 

22. After witnessing several encounters between Plaintiff and Defendant Rodriguez, 
Sergeant Stephens, the officer in charge on Plaintiffs cell block, told the Plaintiff that he had 
admonished Rodriguez not to engage in sexual talk on more than one occasion, but that Ms 
orders were ignored every time. 

23, Sergeant Stephens witnessed many of the exchanges complained of by the Plaintiff 
and had to endure many of the Defendant's sexually suggestive interactions himself. For 
example. Defendant told Stephens that he wanted to put Stephens' penis in his mouth. He , 
also made sexual gestures and zipped and unzipped his pants. In another instance, while 
Plaintiff Smith-Thompson was eating lunch and Defendant Rodriguez and Sergeant Stephens 
were present, Rodriguez comniented to the Plaintiff that he would "put some nice cum in 
Lindsay's salad dressing for him/' 

24. Corporal Lindsay publicly stated that the Defendant's behavior made him not want 
to go to work. However, he was uncomfortable filing a complaint against Rodriguez because 
he felt it would look bad filing a sexual harassment complaint against another man, and he did 
not want to suffer more humiliation if word got out about his complaint, 

25, Sergeant Stephens also overheard some of the comments that Defendant Rodriguez 
made to Plaintiff including Rodriguez wanting to **suck her toes,"" "'suck her p***y/' and that 
he asked her to *'open her legs'' so he could ''put his d**k in/' 
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26. On or about March 20^ 2006, an internal investigation was launched by Inspector 
Inga A. Watkins with The Office of the Special Inspector for the District of Columbia 
Department of Corrections. 

27. A report was generated from the above mentioned investigation, which stated that a 
^'probable cause finding be made with regard to the claim of hostile work environment." 

28. Additionally, Ms, Smith-Thompson has attempted to file a complaint with Tecora 
Martin at the District of Columbia Office of Human Rights (OHR). The OHR refused to xT 
process her claim because they said that she had already received a favorable opinion fi:om the 
Office of the Special Inspector with the DOC. ^ ^ 

29. Ms. Smith-Thompson has also gone to the Equal Employment Office within the 
DOC, 

30. Despite the findings of this internal investigation, Defendant Rodriguez continues to 
work in his original job with the DC Jail within the DOC, 

3 1 . Ms. Smith-Thompson has visited a hospital complaining of headaches, and chest 
pain. There she was diagnosed with non-cardiac chest pain and was referred to two doctors 
for psycho tlierapy, one of whom has initiated treatment with two prescription drags, 

32. Ms. Smith-Thompson was evaluated by the DOC psychiatrist {on July 13, 2006) for 
an independent medical exam (IME). In the IME, the psychiatrist, diagnosed her as suffering 
fi-om Major Depressive Disorder manifest by a blunting affect, a depressed mood, anhedonia, 
hypersomnia, anorexia^ wei^t loss. She has also suffered hair loss and has a stress-related 
ulcer. 

33 . The psychiatrist recommended the following: (1) that she be separated from working 
with Defendant Rodriguez because her symptoms are related to Mr. Rodriguez's harassing 
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conduct in the workplace; (2) that after 3-4 weeks of treatment she will be able to return to 
modified, accommodated, light duty (3) that if Ms. Smith-Thompson is returned to the DC 
Jail and continues to be harassed, she will experience an exacerbation of her symptoms, 

34. Despite these recommendations by DOC's own medical personnel, it continues to 
retaliate against Ms, Smith-Thompson by insisting that she continue to work at the DC Jail 
with Mr, Rodriguez, the harasser. 

35 . Additionally, while she works at the DC Jail, many of her co-workers tell her that 
she did the wrong thing by filing a complaint against Mr. Rodriguez, and she continues to feel 
as though everyone is staring at her with distrust and condescension. This in turn exacerbates 
her symptoms and stress; 

36. Furthermore, the DOC has refused to put her on light duty and refused to separate 
her and ffie harasser, 

37. On May 21, 2006, Plaintiff was forced stop working as a result of her experiencing 
headaches, chest pain and depression, 

3 8. However, despite her doctor's explanation and recommendations, the DOC placed 
Ms. Smith-Thompson on a status of "absent without leave" (AWOL), a clear retaliation. This 
happened again even though Defendant DOC's own medical personnel recommended against 
her working with the harasser, ^, 

39. Ms. Smith-Thompson is now absent from work without pay and fears returning to 
work if she has to work in the same environment with the man who sexually assaulted her and 
her peers and managers who blame her even though she is the victim. 



Ms. Smith-Thompson has filed charges of discrimination with the EEOC, 

7 
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COUNT I 

(SEXUAL HARASSMENT - DC HUMAN RIGHTS ACT) 

40. Plaintiff adopts and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 39 as if folly set forth herein. 

4L Sexual Harassment is prohibited in the workplace by the District of Columbia 
Human Ri^ts Act as a form of sexual discrimination, D.C. Code Ann. § 2-140L01 , et seg, 

42, Defendant Rodriguez created a hostile work environment through all of his sexually 
explicit conduct mentioned above, 

43, Furthermore, the Plaintiff and other co-workers asked Defendant Rodriguez and 
management personnel to stop Rodriguez's sexual touching, language, and innuendo 
evidencing the unwelcome nature of this sexual conduct, 

44, Despite Plaintiff Smith-Thompson's complaints to many levels of supervisors within 
the DOC regarding Defendant Rodriguez's behavior, the sexual harassment did not stop. 

45, Defendant DOC has not only failed to discipline and restrain the unwelcome sexual 
conduct of its employee. Defendant Rodriguez, but it also has retaliated against Plaintiff by 
allowing the hostile work environment to continue, refusing to separate her from her harasser 
(Rodriguez), allowing Defendant Rodriguez to continue working at the DC Jail undisciplined, 
and putting the Victim-Plaintiff on unpaid, "AWGL" status, 

46, Plaintiff Smitfa-Thompson continues to be discriminated against through her 
environment where her co-workers look condescendingly upon her and tell her that she has 
done the wrong thing by reporting Defendant Rodriguez. 

47- Plaintiff was forced to stop going to work with DOC because of her chronic 
headaches, chest pain and depression caused by the hostile environment created by Defendant 
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Rodriguez and Defendant Department of Corrections in violation of the DC Human Rights 
Act §2-1401.01,^^.^6^. 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Charlene Smith-Thompson, demands judgment against 
Defendants, for Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000.00) in damages, as well as attorneys' fees 
and costs, and further and additional relief as the nature of the case may require and which 
this Honorable Court shall deem just and proper. 

COUNT n 

(SEXUAL HARASSMENT - TITLE VH) 

48. Plaintiff adopts and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 47 as if fuUy set forth herein. 

49. Sexual Harassment is prohibited in the workplace by Title VII as a form of sexual 
discrimination. 42 U.S.C. §2000e-2. 

50. Defendant Rodriguez created a hostile work environment through all of his sexually 

explicit conduct mentioned above, 

5 h Furthermore, the Plaintiff and other co-workers asked Defendant to stop his use of 

j 
sexual touching, language, and innuendo evidencing the unwelcome nature of this sexual 

conduct. 

52, Despite Plaintiff Smith-Thompson's complaints to many levels of supervisors within 
the DOC regarding Defendant Rodriguez's behavior, the sexual harassment did not stop. 

53 . Defendant DOC has not only failed to discipline and restrain the unwelcome sexual 
conduct of its employee Pablo Rodriguez, butalso has retaliated against Ms. Smith- 
Thompson by perpetuating the hostile work environment, refusing to separate her from her 
harasser (Rodriguez), allowing Defendant Rodriguez to continue working at the DC Jail 
undisciplined and putting the Victim-Plaintiff on unpaid, '"AWOL" status. 
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54. Plaintiff Smith-Thompson continues to be discriminated against through an 
environment where her co-workers look condescendingly upon her and tell her that she has 
done the wrong thing by reporting Defendant Rodriguez, 

55. Plaintiff was forced to stop going to work with DOC because of her chronic 
headaches, chest pain and depression caused by the hostile environment created by Defendant 
Rodriguez and Defendant Department of Corrections in violation of Title VII 42 U.S^C, 
§2000e^2, 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Charlene Smith-Thompson, demands judgment against 
Defendants, for Three MiUion Dollars ($3,000,000,00) in damages, as well as attorneys' fees 
and costs, and further and additional relief as the nature of the case may require and which 
this Honorable Court shall deem just and proper. 

COUNT III 

(RETALIAION - DC HUMAN RIGHTS ACT> 

56. Plaintiff adopts and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 55 as if fidly set forth herein. 

57. It is unlawful business practice to retaliate against an employee who engages in a 
protected activity under the DC Human Rights Act, D.C. Code Ann., §2-1401.01 eL seq. 

58. Ms, Smith-Thompson engaged in a protected activity under the DC Human Rights 
Act when she reported the sexual harassment and hostile work environment to her 
supervisors, 

59. Ms. Smith-Thompson also participated in an investigation associated with her sexual 
harassment claims. 
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66. Ms, Smith-Thompson also participated in an investigation associated with her sexual 
harassment claims. 

67. PiaintifF was retaliated against for her complaints against her co-workers when the 
DOC reftised to separate her from her harasser, Mr, Rodriguez, and refused to put her on 
accommodated, light duty at the request of DOC 's own psychiatrist. 

68. Plaintiff was further retaliated against when she was placed on unpaid absent 
without leave status by Defendant DOC rather than accommodating Ms. Smith-Thompson's 
worsening stress-related symptoms, 

69. Plaintiff Smith-Thompson's inability to work is a direct result of Defendant DOC's 
fostering a hostile work environment, refusal to discipline its employees and forcing Ms- 
Smith-Thompson to continue working within the same conditions from which she filed her 
complained in violation of Title VII 42 U,S,C. §2000e-2. 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Charlene Smith-Thompson, demands judgment against 
Defendants, for Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000.00) in damages, as well as attorneys' fees 
and costs, and finther and additional relief as the nature of the case may require and which 
this Honorable Court shall deem just and proper. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOSEPH, GREENWALD & LAAKE, PA, 

By: 

JayP. HfeliindBar#42^ 

Brian J. Markovitz Bar # 48 1 5 1 7 

6404 Ivy Lane, Suite 400 

Greenbelt, MD 20770 

301/220-2200 

Counsel for Plaintiff 
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60. Plaintiff was retaliated against for her complaints against her co-workers when the 

-I 
DOC refused to separate her from her harasser, Mr. Rodriguez, and refused to put her on 

accommodated, light duty at the request of DOC' s own psychiatrist 

6 1 . Plaintiff was further retaliated against when she was placed on unpaid absent 
without leave status by Defendant DOC rather than accommodating Ms. Smith*Thompson's 
worsening stress-related symptoms. 

62. Plaintiff Smith-Thompson's inability to work is a direct result of Defendant DOC's 
fostering a hostile work environment, refusal to discipline its employees and forcing Ms. 
Smith-Thompson to continue working within the same conditions from which she filed her 
complained in violation of the DC Human Rights Act §2-1401.01, et seq. 

WHEREFORE, the Plaintiff, Charlene Smith-Thompson, demands judgment against 

Defendants, for Three Million Dollars ($3,000,000.00) in damages, as well as attorneys' fees 

and costs, and further and additional relief as the nature of the case may require and which 

this Honorable Court shall deem just and proper. 

COUNT IV 
(RETALIATION - TITLE VXl) 

63. Plaintiff adopts and incorporates by reference the allegations contained in 
paragraphs 1 through 62 as if foUy set forth herein. 

64. If is unlawful business practice to retaliate against an employee who engages in a 
protected activity under Title VTI 42 U.S.C, §2000e-2, 

65. Ms, Smith-Thompson engaged in a protected activity under the DC Human Ri^ts 
Act when she reported the sexual harassment and hostile work environment to her 
supervisors. 
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IN THE SUPERIOR COURT FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



CHARLENE SMITH-THOMPSON 
8107 Foxhail Road 
Clinton, MD 20735 



Plaintiff 



Case No: 



PABLO RODRIGUEZ 
24 Sun Croft Court 
Silver Spring, MD 20904 

and, 

THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS 
1923 Vermont Avenue, N,W. 
Suite, N102 
Washington, DC 20001 

Defendants. , ^^^^^^ 

DFMANP FOR JURY TRIAL 



Plaintiff demands a trial by jury on all issues of triable fact in the foregoing compliant. 

Respectfully submitted, 

JOSEPH, GREENWALD & LAAKE, P.A. 



By: 




Jay P, HpUaid Bar #422258 "" W^^/**^/*^ 

Brian J. Markovitz Bar # 481517 /'^-^/4 

6404 Ivy Lane, Suite 40O 

Greenbelt,MD 20770 

301/220-2200 

Counsel for Plaintiff 
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CAForml 

Superior Court of the District of Columbia 

CIVIL DIVISION 

500 Indiana Avenue, N.W., Room JM-1 70 
Washington, D.G, 20001 Telephone: 879-1133 



8107 PcMisH ^ss& ■.: 
Jlfeton^. m 2Q735' 



Plaintiff 



■ooot^. 



vs. 



Civil Action No. 



1923 v'asasfl-t: Ai?^s:^i.'lS.W. Suit® 13102 
t^^iiis^fem^ IT 20001 Defendant 



SUMMONS 



To the above named Defendant: 

You are hereby Summoned and required to serve an Answer to the attached Complaint, either 
nersonally or through an attorney, within twenty (20) days after service of this summons upon you,~ exclusive 
of the day of service. If you are being sued as an officer or agency of the United States Government or the 
District of Columbia Government, you have sixty (60) days after service of tflais summons to serve your 
• Answer A copy of the Answer must be mailed to the attomey for the party plamtiff who is smng you. Ilie 
. attortiey's name and address appear below. If plaintiff has no attorney, a copy of the Answer must i)e > 

'-,i\ '■'■ -I ;' . ^ '. ^ -^ ' . ■ - ■ ■■■* "■'' ^ -" 

■■%:-■■■''■'■■ -. 

' ■ You are also required to file the original Answer with Hie Court in Room JM 170 at 500 hidiana 

Avenue, N.W., between 8:30 a.m. and 5:00 p.m., Mondays through Fridays or between 9:00 a.m.^ and 12:00 
iioon on Saturdays. You may file the original Answer with the Court either before you serve a copy of the 
Answer on the plaintiff or within five (5) days after you have served the plaintiff. If you fail to file an 
Answer, judgment by default rtiay be entered against you for the relief demanded in the complaint. 



J^rfccwita 



Name of Plaintiff's Attomey 



^^'Iw lane.SAits 400,. (a:s^J>slfe, MD 207-70, 



Clerk// the XJcMrt 

'1 ' ri:-a v.. 







. 301-220^220©- 
''<■..■ - ■ . . 

. Telefihone . 



Date % % 






^is 



XisN: 



^ StJPERIOR DEL 



PBEDE OBTElSfERSE COPIAS DE ESTE FOliMlILAiaO EN ESPANOt^N ElT 
DISTRITQ BE COLUMBIA, 500 INDIANA AVENUE, N.W., SALA JM 170 : : ^ ; _ . -r^ 

YOU MAY OBTAIN A COPY OF TfflS FORM IN SPANISH AT THE SUPERIOR COURT OF DX., 500 INDIANA 
AVfeNUE,N,W.^ ROOM JM 170^ 



NOTE; SEE IMPORTANT INFORMATION ON BACK OF THIS FORM. 



CV(6)-4S6/kaj 03' 
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SUPEltrdR COURT OF THE DISTRICt OF COLUWIBIA 
CIVIL DIVISION 



CHARLENES THOMPSON ' n ^ ^, onn^ r^A nn«<AR 

^. C.A. No. 2006 C A 006354 B 

Vs. 

PABLO RODRIGUEZ 

TNTTTAL ORDER 



Pursuant to D .C. Code § 1 1 -906 and District of Columbia Superior Court Rule of Civil Procedure 
("SCR Civ") 40-1, it is hereby ORDERED as follows: 

(1) Effective this date, this ease has assigned to the individual calendar designated below. All future filings 
in this case shall bear the calendar number and the judge's name beneath the case number in the caption. On 
filing any motion or paper related thereto, one copy (for the judge) must be delivered to the Clerk along with the 
original. 

(2) Within 60 days of the filing of the complaint, plaintiff must file proof of serving on each defendant: 
copies of the Summons, the Complaint, and this Initial Order, and any General Order issued by the judge to 
whom the case is assigned. As to any defendant for whom such proof of service has not been filed, the 
Complaint will be dismissed without prejudice for want of prosecution unless the time for serving the defendant 
has been extended as provided in SCR Civ 4(o). 

(3) Within 20 days of service as described above, except as otherwise noted in SCR Civ 12, each defendant 
must respond to the Complaint by filing an Answer or other responsive pleading. As to the defendant who has 
failed to respond, a defauh and judgment v^U be entered unless the time to respond has been extended as 
provided in SCR Civ 55(a> 

(4) At the time and place noted below, all counsel and unrepresented parties shall appear before the 
assigned judge at an Initial Scheduling and Settlement Conference to discuss the possibilities of settlement and 
to establish a schedule for the completion of all proceedings, including, normally, either mediation, case 
evaluation, or arbitration. Coimsel shall discuss with their clients prior to the conference whether the clients are 
agreeable to binding or non-binding arbitration. This order is the only notice that parties and counsel will 
receive concerning this Conference, 

(5) Upon advice that the date noted below is inconvenient for any party or counsel, the Quality Review 
Branch (202) 879-1750 may continue the Conference once , with the consent^bf all parties, to either of the two 
succeeding Fridays. Request must be made not less than six business days before the scheduling conference date. 
No Other continuance of the conference will be granted except upon motion for good cause shown. 

Chief Judge Rufus G.King, III 

Case Assigned to: Judge MARY A. TERRELL 
Date: August 17, 2006 

Initial Conference: 9: 1 5 am, Friday, November 1 7, 2006 
Location: Courtroom 219 

500 Indiana Avenue N. W. 

WASHINGTON, DC 20001 



Caiodoc 



